DISCLAIMER
This electronic version of an SCC order isfor informational purposes only and is not an official document of the
Commission. An official copy may be obtained from the Clerk of the Commission, Document Control Center.

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA

STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

AT RI CHVOND, JANUARY 29, 2002

COWONVEALTH OF VIRG NI A, ex rel .

STATE CORPORATI ON COW SSI ON
CASE NO. PUC010226
Ex Parte: Establishnment of a

Per f ormance Assurance Pl an
for Verizon Virginia Inc.

TH RD PRELI M NARY ORDER

Pursuant to the Second Prelimnary Order of January 8,
2002, comrents were filed by Verizon Virginia Inc. ("Verizon
Virginia"), AT&T Communications of Virginia, Inc. ("AT&T"),
WrldCom Inc. ("WorldCont), Cox Virginia Telecom Inc. ("Cox"),
and XO Virginia Inc. ("XO'). Al coments address the single
prelimnary issue of whether the Comm ssion should at this tine
l[imt its consideration to adopting the New York Perfornmance
Assurance Plan ("NY PAP') scaled to the Virginia market. All
parties are in agreenent that the Comm ssion should proceed in
thi s manner.

The Conmmission finds that it will limt its consideration
at this tinme to establishing a Performance Assurance Pl an
("PAP") for Verizon Virginia that is based on the NY PAP.

Therefore, we are now requesting additional coments on the


http://www.state.va.us/scc/contact.htm#General

modi fi cations to the PAP* now proposed by Verizon Virginia inits
December 21, 2001, filing.? 1In addition, we will provide an
opportunity for other parties to propose additional or other

nodi fications to the NY PAP for adoption in Virginia.

We invite all interested parties to address the potentia
benefits or disadvantages to Virginia regarding any proposed
nodi fications to the NY PAP. Further, to the extent feasible,

t he comments shoul d address the financial ramfications for the
i ndustry (both CLECs and Verizon Virginia) fromthe adoption of
any proposed nodifications that differ fromthe NY PAP. The
Commi ssion is also interested in coments regardi ng the intended
scope of any proposed nodifications; i.e., those that are
tailored to reflect the size of the Virginia market as conpared
to those that are nmeant to correct any perceived statistical or
ot her deficiencies in the NY PAP.

There are several other areas of interest in which the
Comm ssion is requesting the parties' comments. First is the
all ocation of doll ars/paynents between the node of entry
("MOE"), critical neasures, and special provisions of the NY

PAP. In particular, we are interested in whether any changes to

1 Verizon Virginia has agreed to provide electronically a "red-1ined" version
of the PAP to the participants of the Performance Standards/ Renedy Pl an
Subcommittee. The Division of Comrunications will post this docunent as soon
as it is available on the Coll aborative Cormittee's web page.

2 I'ncluding the Change Control Assurance Plan ("CCA Plan") attached as
Exhibit 1 with Verizon Virginia s proposed PAP.



how the dollars are assigned to each category or the inclusion
or deletion of any performance neasure(s) in these categories
are necessary to reflect the Virginia marketplace as conpared to
that in New YorKk.

The Comm ssion is also seeking the parties' comments on
whet her adoption of Verizon Virginia s proposed CCA Plan (or
certain aspects of it) adequately reflects the needs and
regul atory requirenents of Virginia. The Comm ssion is
particularly interested in comments on whether it should adopt a
specific procedure for considering changes or nodifications to
t he "adopted" VA PAP on a going forward basis and how it shoul d
deal with any exception process. Such comrents shoul d address
whet her the Conmm ssion should inplenent an annual or other
mandated tinmefrane to review the PAP other than that proposed in
the CCA Plan. These comments shoul d include whether and how a
review(s) should be conducted; i.e., should a review address
only allocation of dollars and/or neasurenents included for
paynment or conplete evaluation on all aspects of the PAP or
other alternative.

In addition to the coments requested above, all parties
are granted leave to file or renew a request for hearing.

Accordingly, IT 1S THEREFORE ORDERED THAT:

(1) Al parties are granted leave to file conments and/ or

requests for hearing on or before February 20, 2002.



(2) Al parties are granted leave to file reply conments
on or before March 6, 2002.

(3) This case is now conti nued.





